









































































（説明）では除いているからである (Burnyeat 1994, 24–25)．つまり，アリストテレスは厳密な意味で論理的
に妥当と呼べない推論も，『弁論術』では適切な推論として許容していると解釈できるのである．この点は



































































るが，詳細な考察の対象にしているのは第二巻だけである (Slomkowski 1997, 140)．彼は第二巻第
8章から第 10章にかけて現れる諸々のトポスを「最も利便性の高いトポス」として扱っているよ
うにみえる (Slomkowski 1997, 140)．そして Rubinelliもまたそれに同意して，「最も利便性の高い
トポス」としてほぼ同じものを採用している (Rubinelli 2009, 41–42)．Slomkowskiと Rubinelliを
参考に「最も利便性の高いトポス」に含まれるトポスを特定していきたい．まず Slomkowskiが挙
げるものは以下のものである (Slomkowski 1997, 140)．
• ἀντιθέσεις τέτταρες（四つの反立）
・ ἐpiὶ τῶν ἀντιϕάσεων（「矛盾対立表現」のトポス）
・ ἐpiὶ τῶν ἐναντίων（「反対」のトポス）
・ ἐpiὶ τῶν στερήσεων καὶ ἕξεων（「欠如と所有」のトポス）
・ ἐpiὶ τῶν piρός τι（「関係」のトポス）7
• ἐpiὶ τῶν συστοίχων καὶ ἐpiὶ τῶν piτώσεων（「同列語」と語の「語尾変化」のトポス）
• ἐpiὶ τοῦ ἐαντίου（「反対」のトポス）
• ἐpiὶ τῶν γενέσεων καὶ ϕθορῶν καὶ piοιητικῶν καὶ ϕθαρτικῶν（「生成と消滅」，また「生
み出し得るものと消滅させうるもの」についてのトポス）
• ἐpiὶ τῶν ὁμοίων（「同様のもの」のトポス）
• ἐκ τοῦ μᾶλλον καὶ ἧττον（「より多く」と「より少なく」のトポス）
• ἐκ τοῦ ὁμοίως（「同じ程度」のトポス）
6Smithは，「最も利便性の高いトポス」には明示的に言及していないが，「対立」に基づくトポス，「同列
語」と「語尾変化」に関するトポス，そして「より多く」と「より少なく」のトポスの三つを挙げ，この三








度」のトポスである (Slomkowski 1997, 141–150)．
次に Rubinelliは，このリストからἐpiὶ τοῦ ἐαντίουのトポスとἐpiὶ τῶν γενέσεων καὶ ϕθορῶν
καὶ piοιητικῶν καὶ ϕθαρτικῶνのトポスを取り除き，その代わりに定義に基づくトポス (τὸ λόγους




















関係するトポス」の二種類があり (Rubinelli 2009, 41)，そして「最も利便性の高いトポス」に含ま












9引用した Top. H 4. 154a13–15の直後でアリストテレスは，「最も利便性の高いトポス」の他にも共通性











































的」(piρός τι)，「反対」(ἐναντία)，「欠如と所有」(στέρησις καὶ ἕξις)，「肯定と否定」(κατάϕασις


































11Brunschwig(1967)に従い，καὶ τῶν δικαίων τι κακόν· piάλιν εἴ τι τῶν δικαίως κακόν,を読まない．



















































(Rhet. B 23. 1397a7–20)
『弁論術』の「反対」のトポスの説明は以上である．論理的な規則に当たる部分は，「反対のも
のに反対のものが属する」という箇所になるだろう．すなわち，AとＢが反対の関係にあるとき，


































































13Kasselの提案に従い，εἴ τι ἀνομολογούμενον ἐκ τόpiων καὶ χρόνων καὶ piράξεων καὶ λόγων,の位置
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The Common or Different Features of topos in Aristotle’s Topics and Rhetoric
Shogo Takahashi
The purpose of this paper is to examine the common or different features of topos in Aristotle’s Topics
and Rhetoric, and I attempt to investigate whether topos in Rhetoric is more generally applicable to
reasoning than topos in Topics.
topos is the logical rule or schema required to make reasoning, either in Topics or Rhetoric. In Topics,
Aristotle classifies topos in relation to four predicables (i. e. definition, property, genus, accident). On
the other hand, in Rhetoric, Aristotle divides the elements of rhetorical reasoning into ‘common’ and
‘proper’, and he calls topos ‘common’. Further, in Rhetoric II23, the ‘common’ topoi are listed and
explained.
Indeed, in Topics, it is possible to think about another classification than the classification related to
the four predicables. Aristotle calls some kinds of topos ‘the most opportune topos’. For example, topos
of ‘contraries’, topos of ‘inflection’ of words, as well as topos of ‘more and less’ are emphasized. The
classification related to ‘the most opportune topos’ is larger and more general classification than that
related to the four predicables.
‘The most opportune topos’ overlaps with part of topos in Rhetoric. Therefore, Aristotle regards
‘common’ topos in Rhetoric as ‘the most opportune topos’ in Topics.
But, as far as we examine both writings in more detail, it does not seem to be able to associate the
common topos with ‘the most opportune topos’. Because there appears to be differences between the
two. the topos of ‘contraries’ in Topics is treated as a subclass of the topos of ‘opposites’, but it seems to
be treated independently and is one of the common topoi in Rhetoric.
Rubinelli seems to think that the topoi of ‘privation and possession’ and ‘relation’ which are included
in the topos of ‘opposites’ in Topics are treated as topos of ‘correlated’ in Rhetoric. But in Rhetoric,
Aristotle does not consider the remaining topos of ‘opposites’ to be the topos of ‘correlated’, except for
the topos of ‘contraries’. Because the topos of ‘correlated’ has the different logical schema than the topoi
of ‘privation and possession’ and ‘relation’.Therefore, we cannot insist that the classification of topos in
Rhetoric is more general in terms of application of topos than the classification of topos related to the
four predicables in Topics.
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